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33 I. INTRODUCTION 

CO 

34 The Gomphiint in this matter alleges that David H. Krikorian, a 2010 candidate for 

35 Congress firom Ohio's Second Congressional District,' and his campaign committee, Krikorian 

36 fbr Congress and Nathan Bailey, m his official capacity as treasurer (collectively '*the 

37 ConimittBe*̂ , violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) ofttie Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as 

38 amended ("tfie Act"), by accepting illegal in-kind contributions firom ttie Armenian National 

Krikorian was nanowbf defeilMl in a ttaeê wiy leoc for fhe DcnocntiG nonunation. The DcmocniiG 
prinUBy¥nsheldonMqr4,2010. Sam Oflice oftiie SeatHry of State of Oirio vwhrite at hHD://wwwjoa Jite. 
eh.u8/SOS/electiQMfalectRe«ultaMMn/20IO»emllaflOinOS04USieB-Dj^ 
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1 Committee of America ("ANCA"), a non-profit corporation, and the Armenian Weekly, a 

2 newspaper operated by Hairenik Association, Inc. C'Hairenik"). Correspondingly, the complaint 

3 alleges that ANCA and Hairenik, doing business as the Armenian Weekly, facilitated the making 

4 of confributions to the Krikorian campaign, in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) and 11 C.F.R. 

5 §n4.2(f). 
un 
rsi 6 Specifically, the complaint asserts that ANCA made a corporate contribution to the 
rt 
^ 7 Committee when it disseminated a "national email fundraising appeal to an unknown list of 
CO 

^ 8 suppoiters,** solidting contributions fin* Mr. Krikorian's candidacy. Complaint, f 2. Similarly, 

0 9 the complaint alleges that the Armenian Weekly made a corporate contribution when it published 
rt 

^ 10 virttuillv the same fimdraisiny appeal in its publication at www.hairenik.coni/weekly.' Finally, 

11 the complaint alleges that both ANCA's e-mails and the material published by the Armenian 

12 Weekly failed to contain a disclaimer stating who paid for the communications, in violation of 

13 2U.S.C.§441d(a). 

14 In response to the complaint, the Committee asserts that it did not direct ANCA or the 

15 Armenian Weekly to solicit fimds on its behalf. The Committee then aigues that, in any event, 

16 the activities undertaken by the ANCA and tiie Armenian Weekly are exempt under the Act, 

17 citing the **media exemption" at Section 43 l(9)(BXi), and the exemption for restricted class 

18 communications at Section 43 l(9XBXiii)> Committee Response, p. 1. The Conunittee further 

19 aigues that costs associated with the e-mails were de minimis, and did not exceed the $2,000 
20 reporting tiuoshold at 2 U.S.C. §431(9XBXiii) and 11 C.F.R. § 100.134(a). Finally, die 
21 Committee asserts that the communications at issue contained a link to "tiie ACT Blue web site" 

' lliecomplifait also mitaitiinsihm the puportedfundraisioBcampiign 
raised as nudi is $45,000, but the basis fbr this allegBtion is unclear. Although the Comminee's amended 2009 
Jtî  Quarteriy Report, filed on August9,2009, ahoitiy before the complaint ves filed on August 31.2009, 
disdoses tiua the Connninee raised dightty over S4S/)00 Ihim Aprill, 2009 thî  
faidication how maiv. if aiv, of these contrilmtions RSuHed fhmi the alfeĝ  
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1 at www.actblue.com. which fully complies with the Act's disclaimer requirements. Committee 

2 Response, p. 2. 

3 In response to the complaint, ANCA aigues that it did not make any prohibited 

4 condributions or expenditures because, as a nonprofit coiporation organized under "I.R.C. 

5 § 501 (cX4)." it may engage in political activity, so long as that activity is not the organization's 
CO 
rsl 6 primary purpose.' ANCA Response dated September 17,2009, p. 1. ANCA further argues that 
rt 
^ 7 because the communication at issue was made to its "e-mail communication mailing list," it was 
CO 
rsj 
^ 8 not a prohibited expenditure under the Act Id. Finally, ANCA argues that e-mails are not 
'ST 
0 9 political communications tiut require a dischdmer under the Act. Nevertheless, ANCA points 

10 out that its e-mails contained an electronic link to an AcfBlue website for making on-line 

11 contributions and that ActBlue, in tum, induded a disclaimer and other disclosure information 

12 required by the Act. Finally, ANCA urges the Commission to dismiss this matter because, even 

13 if a viohition occurred, costs associated with the e-mails were negligible. 

14 In response to the complaint, Hairenik, which publishes the Armenian Weekly, argues 

15 that it did not violate the Act when it published the fUndraising solidtetion at issue because its 

16 conununications fiill witiiin tiie "press exemption" at 2 U.S.C. § 431(9)(BXi) and 11 C.F.R. 

17 f § 100.32 and 100.73. Hauenik ResponsOi p. 2. Further, Hairenik asserts timt its 

18 communication included an electronic link to a separate website run by ActBlue that contained 

19 all the required disclaimers. 

20 Based on the complaint, the responses, and available information, wc recommend that the 

21 Commission find reason to believe ANCA violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) and 11 CF.R. § 114.2(0 

' It appean Am ANCA may be relyng on 8 portkm ofthe Internal Revenue Code thmalknra a so^ 
**S01(cX4r civic league or social welftre ofganiatkm to partieipatB'm some polMcal actwity, as tong as the 
oiganiation's primaiy puipoie is dviceogssemeM or social wel̂ ^ See hlln://www.i«.gQv̂ ^̂ bHc•̂ ioM/ 
Pgg7/̂ .html. 
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1 by using its mailing list to solicit contributions outside of its restricted class. We further 

2 recommend tiiat tiie Commission find no reason to believe ANCA violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 d by 

3 failing to include a disclaimer on its e-nuil solicitation. In addition, because Hairenik's 

4 communication falls within the press exemption, we reconunend that the Commission find no 

5 reason to believe Hairenik violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) or § 441d. Finally, we recommend tiiat 

(M 6 the Conunission take no action at this time with respect to Krikorian fbr Congress aiid Nathan 

^ 7 Bail̂ , in his offidal capacity as Treasurer, and David Krikorian. 

^ 8 IL FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 

5 9 A. ANCA 
rt 

10 A corporation is prohibited firom nuking a contribution in connection with a federal 

11 election under tiie Act. See 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). The Commission's regulations fiirtiier provide 

12 that a corporation may not fecilitate the making of a contribution by using its coqixirBte resources 

13 to engage in fimdraising activities for any fbderal election. See 11 CF.R. § 114.2(fXl). 

14 Examples of conduct that constitote corporate fadlitation include the use of a corporate customer 

15 list to send invitations to mdividuals not within the restricted class to fundraisers without 

16 advance payment fbr tfie fiiir maiket value of tfie list.̂  See 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(f)(2). A 

17 corporation's restricted class consists of its stockholders and executive or administrative 

18 personnel, and tiieir fiimiiies. See 2 U.S.C. § 441b(bX2XA); 11 C.F.R. 
19 §§114.1(BX2)(0andll4.I(j). 

20 ANCA is a non-pn)fitcoi|xnation dut files its income tax retuins with the Internal 

21 Revenue Service as an I.R.C. § 501(c)(4) oiganization. See ANCA Response, Attachment 1, 

* Ste aim ExplanatUm andJIuUfleaikm: Corporaie mid Labor Organkarton AetMty, 60 Fed. Reg-
6426(̂  64264 (Dec 14,199S) (examples of coqiorsie fiKiHtatUm faidude soKcitiqg contributtons outside the 
leslrtelcd class). 
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1 Decl. of Kenneth Hachikian, f 3. ANCA's primaiy purpose is "civic engagement" and its usual 

2 activities include generating grassroots participation in the democratic process, and fostering 

3 civicawarenessandsupportonissuesimportantto Armenian Americans. 5ie8 ANCA Response, 

4 Attachment 1, Decl. of Kennetii Hachikian, ̂  5. ANCA does not have a separate segregated 

5 fund. Corporations such as ANCA, whidi do not have sqNurate segregated funds, are permitted 
CO 
rsl 6 to solicit contributions to be sent directly to candidates, but those solicitations are limited solely 
rt 
^ 7 to its restricted class, consisting of its stockholders and executive or administrative personnel, 
ĉ  

^ 8 and tiieir families. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(bX2XA); 11 CF.R. §§ 114.1(aX2Xi). 114.10) and 114.2(0. 

0 9 ANCA's Executive Director sent two e-mails dated June 22,2009 and June 30,2009, 
rt 

^ 10 respectively, on ANCA letterhead to "its ANCA mailmg list." See Complaint, Attachments 1-2; 

11 ANCA Response, p. 1. Botii e-mails set ibfth "3 reasons" for "beating [mcumbent 

12 Congresswonun Jean] Schmidt" and supporting challenger Krikorian, and urge readers to make 

13 **secure on-line donation[s]" to Mr. Krikorian's campaign.' See Complamt, Attachments 1 -2. 

14 The e-mails direct potential donors to an electronic link to a separate website run by a separate 

15 entity, ActBlue.̂  ANCA Response, Hamparian Decl., 13. 

16 ANCA acknowledged ui its response to the complaint that it sent the e-nuil solicitations 

17 at issue to its "email communication mailing list" However, ANCA fidled to address whetfier 

18 the solicitetions were sent only to its restricted class. In order to assist the Commission in 

19 determining whether to find reason to believe a violation occurred, by letter dated May 14,2010, 

20 this Office sought voluntaiy clarification firom ANCA concerning whetiier the mailmg list used ' The June 22,2009 e-nndl also includes the Conmiitlee'spostd address for aiyone who did not want to 
make a eontribution to the Committee onrline. 

* Thmwdnitetodudes the foltowmgstalemento in a printed box m the end of die conununicatton:*̂ ^ 
far by ActBlue fwwwjcthiue.ami) and not authDriaed by my candhlale or candidate's committee. 
Contribudons to ActBlue are not tax deducdbk.'* Sea ActBlue wdirite et htt|M:/toiire.actfaluexomfeontribuie/ 
iMgi/iriliiHwfi?ifcriKffrlpi 
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1 to disseminate the communication at issue included only those within ANCA's restricted class, 

2 consisting of its stockholders and executive or administrative personnel, and their families. See 

3 2 U.S.C. § 441b(bX2)(A); 11 CF.R. §§ 114.1(aX2X0 and 114.1Q).̂  

4 In response, ANCA states that the "enuil communication was disseminated only to those 

5 individuals who regularly receive communications firom ANCA and are on the ANCA E-list." 
cn 
rsl 6 ANCA Response dated May 18,2010. p. 1. Notably, ANCA again failed to address whetfier the 
rt 
^ 7 solicitations were sent only to its restricted class. Instead, it aigues that as a qualified non-profit 
rsl 

8 corporation it is not subject to the restrictions for regular corporations and memberehip 

O 9 organizations set fbrtfi at 11 C.F.R. § 114.2. Id In tfiis regard, ANCA emphasizes tfiat it is 
rt 
rt 

10 organized under the provisions of the District of Columbia Non-Proftt Corporation Act and is a 

11 tax exempt organization under the provisions of 26 U.S.C. § 501(cX4). ANCA Response dated 

12 May 18,2010, p. 1. As such, ANCA argues, it is expressly autiiorized to engage in political 

13 activity, so long as that activity is not the organization's primaiy purpose. Id. ANCA then notes 

14 tiie "incidental nature" ofthe e-mail solicitation at issue in this matter. Id. 

15 Contraiy to ANCA's contention, however. Section 114.10 of the reguhitions exempts 

16 non-profit cmporations only firom tiie Act's prohibitions on making independent expenditores 

17 and electioneering conununications. See 11 CF.R. § 114.10.' Non-profit coiporations are still 

18 prohibited fiom makmg or fiwilitating contributions to federal candidates or candidate 

19 conunittees pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). Because ANCA failed to address whetiier tfie ^ We note Ihm Fart 114 ofihe Conunisston'srpguhaionsnHqf be addressed m the Conunission's 
upcomhig iidcmakhig to fanplement diaages hi die law arisuig flpom the Supreme Court's decision tai CUItent 
UkUedv. FEC, SS8 U.S. (2010). 

' We note that ta its taiteiventaig decision taClitaemCAiaBcfv.FfiC. the Suprenw 
UMonstilutional the Act's prohiMtion on coiponte financtag of faidependent expenditm 
conununications. SBSSS8U.S. , slip. op. at 50 (2010). Tine, his now pcnnissiUe fbr all coiporations to u 
general treaswy fimds Ibr diis pupoae. llieCAltaflwCAiM decision, however, did not distuA the 
prohibition on coiponte contributions. 
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1 solicitation e-mails were sent only to ita restricted class and we currently have no infbrmation 

2 that ANCA received advance payment from the Krikorian Committee for the fair market value of 

3 the list, we recommend that the Commission find reason to believe the Armenian National 

4 Committee of America viotated 2 U.S.C § 441b(a) and 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(0. See MUR 6127 

5 (Obama for America) (Commission concluded there was fecilitation where owner of a local 
0 
^ 6 corporation used a corporate e-mail list to send e-invites to an Obama-DNC 

7 fundraiser, and based the amount in violation on the value of the corporate e-nuil list).' CO. 
(M 
"7 8 The complaint also alleges tiut ANCA viotated 2 U.S.C. § 441d by fiuling to 

^ 9 include a disclaimer in ita e-mail communications. Section 441d ofthe Act, as 
rt 

10 implemented by 11 C.F.R. § 110.11, provides that all public communications, as defined in 

11 11 CF.R. § 100.26, by any person that solicit any contribution must include a disclaimer. 

12 Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 100.26, all Intemet communications, except for tiiose placed on 

13 anotfier's website for a fee, are excluded fhmi the defuiition of "public communication," 

14 and are tiierefore not subject to the Act's disclaimer requirements. See 11 CF.R. § 100.26. 

15 The avaitable uifismution mdicates tiut ANCA distributed ita solicitation on behalf 

16 of Krikorian for Congress solely by e-mail, see ANCA Response, p. 2, and we have no 

17 infinmation suggesting that the e-mails were placed on another person's website fbr a fee. 

18 Because tiie e-mails were sent via tfie Internet and apparentiy were not placed fbr a fee on 

19 anotfier person's website, the e-mails were not "public communications" that requued a 

* In hs response to our chsification leiter, ANCA aiiued for the fint thne dim itt EFHSI is analogous 
memberrinp list of a membcnhip oigsnialion and dut, as sudi, die provisions of 11 CF JL § 114.7 would 
perrnh broad communicadon between ANCA and ita memben. See ANCA Response dsled Msy 18,2010. 
Avaitabtendbnnalton reflects, however, tfurt ANCA is not a nwmbenhipoiganî ^ IttAitidesof 
hicoiporstion submitted mitt initial response state flMd*TheCoipontfion^^ 
See ANCA Response dated September 17,2009, Attechmem 2. 
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1 disclaimer under the Act Therefore, we recommend that the Commission find no reason 

2 to believe tfie Armenian National Committee of America violated 2 U.S.C § 441 d. 

3 B. Hairenik Association- Inc. (d/h/s Armenian Weeklŷ  

4 Hairenik is a non-profit corporation formed under Massachusetta taw. 5See Hairenik 

5 Response, IChachatourian Decl., K 5. Hairenik owns and publishes the Armenian Weekly, 
rt 
rn 6 a weekly newspaper that is published botfi in print and on the Intemet 5ee Hairenik 
rt 
^ 7 Response, Khachattxirian Decl., 13. The Armenian Weekly published at 
Cy 

rsl 

^ 8 www.hairenik.coin/weeklv and presumably also in print, a piece in the Opinion section 

0 9 under tfie caption, "Hamparian: Support David Krikorian." See Complaint, Attachment 3. 
rt 

10 Although the text of the piece is substanttally similar to the text of the e-mails 

11 disseminated by ANCA, it was not published on ANCA letterhead. See description of e-

12 mails,ffî pra,atpp. 5-6. In addition to urging readen to make secure on-line donations to 

13 the Committee, the Armenian Weekly Opinion piece also mvited the reader to make his or 

14 her check out to Krikorian for Congress and send it to the Commhtee's address, which it 

15 inrovided in the column, ifthe reader would ratiier not give on-line. 5lee Complaint, 

16 Attachment 3. 

17 The Act prohibita cdporations firom making oonttibutions firom their general 

18 treasuiy funds in connection with the election of any candidate for Federal office. 2U.S.C. 

19 § 441b(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(bXl). Exempt from tfie definhion of contribution, however, 

20 are "any cost[s] mcurred in covering or canymg a news stoiy, commentary, or editorial by 

21 any broadcasting station (including a cable televuion operator, programmer or producer), 
22 Web site, newspaper, magazme, or otiier periodical publication, including any Intemet or 
23 electronic publication,... unless the fiicility ta owned or controlled by any political party. 
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1 political committee, or candidate[.]" 11 CF.R. § 100.73. This exclusion is known as tfie 

2 "press exemption." The press exemption has been extended to "media entities that cover 

3 or cany news stories, commentaiy, and editorials on the Internet," id at 18,608, as well as 

4 "bloggera and otfien who communicate on the Intemet." Id. at 18,610; see Advisoiy 

5 Opinions 2008-14 (Melotfi6), 2005-16 (Fired UplX 2000-13 (iNEXTV), and MUR 5928 
r̂ j 

m 6 (Kos Media, LLC). 

7 The Commission conducte a twô stq) analysis to detemnine whether the press CO 
rsi 

^ 8 exemption applies. First, the Commission asks whether the entity engsging in the activity 

^ 9 is a press entity as described by the Act and regidations. 5ee Advisory Opinion 2005-16 
rt 

10 (Fired Up!). Second, in determinuig the scope of the exemption, the Commission 

11 considera: (I) whetfier the press entity is owned or controlled by a political party, political 

12 committee, or candidate; and, if not, (2) whether the press entity is acting as a press entity 

13 in conducting tiie activity at issue (ie., whether the entity ta acting in ita "legitimate press 

14 fimction"). See Reader's Digest Association v. FEC, 509 F. Supp. 1210,1215 (S.D.N.Y. 

15 1981). If the press entity is not owned or controlled by any fMlitical paity, political 

16 committee, or candidate, and if it is acting as a press emity witfi respect to tiie conduct in 

17 question, the Ckmunission lacks sutjectmatterjurisdiction over tlie coniptauit F£Cv. 

18 PhUUia Publishing, Inc., 517 F. Supp. 1308,1313 (D.D.C. 1981). 

19 The Commission has recognized tiut an entity otfierwise eligible for tfie press 

20 exemption "would not lose ita eligibility merely because of a lack of objectivity in a news 

21 stoiy, commentaiy, or editortal, even ifthe news stoiy, commentary, or editorial expressly 

22 advocates the election or defeat of a cleariy identified candidate fin- Federal office." 

23 Advisory Opinion 2005-16 (Fired Up!); see MUR 5928 (Kos Media, LLQ. Additionally, 
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1 the Commission has concluded that press entities do not necessarily forfeit the press 

2 exemption ifthey solictt contributions fbr candidates. ExplaneaionandJustfficationJbr 

3 Final Rules on Intemet Communications, 71 Fed. Reg. at 18,609. A solicitation for 

4 contributions may appear in a commenttuy that is a regular feature of a website, provided 

5 that the solicitations themselves do not become a regular featore of ita contem. See 

tn 6 Advisoiy Opinion 2008-14 (Meloth6) ("[Tjhe intermittent provision of a hyperlink 

^ 7 directing a media Web site's visitors to a campaign's contribution pqge... would not be 
rsi 
qr 8 prohibited.") {citing Advisory Opinion 1980-109 (RuiTTimes)). 

^ 9 The available infbmution indicates that the Armenian Weekly, which disttibutes ita 
rt 

10 newspaper both on-line and in print, is a Aona fide press entity. In addition, Hairenik asserta 

11 that the Armenian Weekly is not "owned by any political party, political committee, or 

12 candidate." Siee Hairenik Response, p. 2. While Hairenek's response does not address 

13 whether the Armenian Weekly was "controlled" by any political party, political committee, or 
14 candidate, we have no infiirmation suggesting that it is, or was at the time ofthe activity at 

15 issue. Fiiully,baseduponareviewofthe Armenian Weekly's website, it appears that in 

16 publishû  the opinion piece at issue, the newspaper was actteg ui ita legitimate press 

17 function. OpinioncolumimappeartobearegutarfeatureoftheAnnenian Weekly newspaper 

18 and there is no indication that soticitations are a regular part oftiie colunms* content. See 

19 Armenian Weekly website at http-7/www.annenian weekly.com (last vtahed July 29,2010). 

20 Based on all ofthe fiiregoing considerations, we recommend that the Conunission find no 

21 reason to believe Hairenik Association, Inc. (d/fa/a Armenian Weekly) violated 2 U.S.C. 

22 § 441b(a). See Advisoiy Opinion 2005-16 (Fired Up!) (Commission detennined tiiat tfie 

23 media exemption applied to a blogger that covered and earned news sttiries, commentaries. 



MUR 6211 
Fint General Counsel's Report 
PVgell 

1 or editorials); Advisoiy Opinion 1980-109 (RufTTimes) (Commission held that the press 

2 exemption applied to a commentary includuig a comribution solicittttion that was 

3 conttuned in a subscription periodical). 

4 Because the Armenian Weekly qualifies as a press entity and was acting as a press 

5 entity in publishing and disttibuting the opinion piece at issue, the communication did not 

fn 6 require a disclaimer. Therefore, we recommend that the Commtasion find no reason to 
rt 

^ 7 believe tiut Hairenik Association, Inc. (d/ĥ a Amienian Weekly) violated 2 U.S.C. § 441d. 

^ 8 See AO 2010-08 (Citizens United) (costa of producing and distributing filnu and 

^ 9 associated maiketing activities are exempt firom disclosure, disclaimer, and reporting 
rt 

10 requirementa for "expenditures" and "electioneering communications" under the press 

11 exemption). 

12 C. Krikorian for Congress sad David Kriitorlan 

13 Neither a federal candidate nor a political committee may knowingly accept a 

14 contribution ftom a coiporation. See 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(d). The 

15 complaint alleges tiiat the Conunittee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by accepting illegal in-

16 kindcontributionsfrom ANCA and Hairenik (d/b/a Armenian Weekly). In response, the 

17 Conunittee asserts that h did not direct either ANCA or the Armenian Weekly to solicit 

18 fimds on ita bdulf, and that no contributions or expenditures were nude by these groups 

19 directly to [thehr] campaign." Hairenik Response, p. 2. 

20 White tiiere ta reason to believe tiut ANCA viotated 2 U.S.C § 44lb(a) by usmg 

21 ita corporate mailing list to solicit contributions to the Committee, see discussion, siqjm at 

22 pp. 4-8, we have no mfbmution indicating tiut tfie Conunittee knew that some of the 

23 contributions it received may have been fiwilitated by ANCA and tfius prohibited. 
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See 2 U.S.C § 441b; 11 CF.R. §§ 114.2(0 and 103.3(b). We also have no indication of 

how many, if any, conbibutions received by the Committee resulted firom ANCA's 

apparent corporate ficilitation. In the absence of any specific infisrmation suggesting that 

the Committee was aware that ANCA may have impermissibly fecilitated contributions on 

ita behalf, we recommend that the Commission take no action at this time with respect to 

David Krikorian and Krikorian fbr Congress and Nathan Bailey, in his official capacity as 

ttroasurer. 10 

We tiierefore 

recommend autiiorizing the use of compulsoiy process, including interrogatories and 

subpoenas duces tecum, as necessaiy. 

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Find reason to believe the Armenian National Committee of America violated 
2 U.S.C § 441b(a) and 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(0; 

2. Find no reason to believe the Armenian National Committee of America violated 
2U.S.C.f441d; 

3. Find no reason to believe Hauenik Association, Inc. (d/b/a Armenian Weekly) 
Vtolated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441d, and close tfie file witii respect to it; 

Because we condude dim tfw AimenfamWeektyopfarion piece m issue fidbwidim the press exeniption, 
tiiere is no merit to the allegation diat die Gonunitiee aocqMed aprohibitBd to-kind contribution ftom Hairenik. 
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4. Take no action at this time with respect to Krikorian fbr Congress and Nathan 
Bailey, in hta official capacity as Treasurer, and David Krikorian; 

5. Authorize the use of compulsory process, including interrogatories and subpoenas 
duces tecum, as necessary; 

6. Approve the attached FacttuI and L^I Analyses; and 

7. Approve the appropriate lettera. 

idd£d^ 
DateT̂  

By: 

Thomasenia P. Duncan 
General Counsel 

Acting Deputy Associate General 
Counsel for Enforcement 

Acting Assistant General Counsel 


